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B. Trees and other vegetation within the limits of work-related ground disturbance that are to be 
retained shall be identified and protected from damage by marking, fencing, or other measures. 
(Ord. No. 6219 , § I (Exh. A), 12-19-2017) 

 
Comment: 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-6, the project would be consistent with 
Sonoma County General Plan 2020 Land Use Element and Open Space & Resource Conservation 
Element goals, policies, and objectives to protect natural resources and lands including, but not limited 
to, watershed, fish and wildlife habitat, biotic areas, and habitat connectivity corridors.  
 
The Sonoma County Tree Protection Ordinance designates ‘protected’ trees as defined by Chapter 26, 
Article 02, Sec. 26- 02-140 and provides mandatory standards and regulations for effects on protected 
trees. The proposed project would result in the removal of, and potential damage to, a minimum of 11 
protected trees, including coast live oak, blue oak, and redwood with a circumference greater than nine 
inches (9”) as shown on Figure 5.  The applicant shall be required to comply with the tree protection 
ordinance through implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-6.  
 

 
Figure 5, Tentative Site Plan C1.0 

 
 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 
 
Mitigation:  
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Compensate for Loss of Protected Trees 
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The proposed project shall be required to adhere to all general provisions, tree protection methods during 
construction, and compensatory mitigation requirements of the Sonoma County Tree Protection 
Ordinance (Sonoma County Code of Ordinances, Chapter 26, Article 88, Sec. 26-88-010 [m]). The 
applicant may be required to plant replacement trees or prepare and/or issue payment of in-lieu fees that 
may be used to acquire and protect stands of native trees in preserves or place trees on public lands.  

 
Furthermore, only the minimum amount of vegetation shall be pruned or removed that is necessary to 
construct the project. Where possible, vegetation shall be tied back in lieu of cutting. Native 
vegetation that must be removed shall be cut at or above grade to facilitate re-growth. Any pruning 
that is done, including for utility line clearance, shall conform to the American National Standard for 
Tree Care Operation Tree, Shrub, and Other Woody Plant Maintenance Standard Practices, Pruning 
(ANSI A300 Part 1)-2008 Pruning), and the companion publication Best Management Practices:  Tree 
pruning (ISA 2008). Roots shall only be unearthed when necessary.  
 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 
Mitigation Monitoring BIO-6:  
 
See Mitigation Monitoring BIO-1 through BIO-5. In addition, prior to the issuance of any grading 
permit, the County shall review and approve the applicant’s demonstration of compliance with all 
provisions of the Sonoma County Tree Protection Ordinance. 

 
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan? 
 
Comment: 
 
The project site is not located within the plan area of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plan. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  
 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES: 
 
An archaeological resources inventory report for was prepared for the project site (Appendix B).12 The 
purpose of this investigation was to identify any previously known or newly discovered archaeological 
resources on the property and to determine whether any cultural resources (if present) are either listed in, 
or eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Information within this 
section is taken from that report. 
 
The project site is located within a region ethnographically recorded as the territory of the Southern Pomo 
Indians. This territory spanned an area from the coastal town of Gualala, east to Cloverdale, and south 
towards Healdsburg, Sebastopol, and Santa Rosa. The Kashaya Pomo, Coast Miwok, and the Wappo 
groups occupied the lands to the west, south, and east of the Southern Pomo territory. No known village 
sites have been located within the project site. 
 
Early Spanish exploration of Northern California marked the first European contact in the area to become 
Sonoma County, though settlements did not proliferate in the region until the 1830s when California, still 
belonging to Mexico, was largely segmented into land grant ranchos. The project site is located just north 
of Rancho San Miguel across Mark West Creek, in a historically rural ranching and farming area known 
                                                      
12 GANDA, 2018. Archaeological Resources Inventory Report for the 1100 Wikiup Drive Project, Santa Rosa, 
Sonoma County, California, June. 
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as the Russian River Township. 
 
The Gold Rush prompted a rise in agricultural development of the region by the time of California’s US 
statehood, and Sonoma County was among the first 18 California counties created on January 4, 1850. 
The area was gradually settled by more families as word of the agricultural opportunities of Sonoma 
County spread, and by 1880 the Russian River Township reportedly contained 125 farms and several 
schools. Most farms in the vicinity of the project site were dedicated to wheat, prunes, or hops by the turn 
of the twentieth century. 

 
While Santa Rosa and Windsor gradually grew on either side of the project site, Larkfield-Wikiup 
remained a sparsely populated area dotted with orchards and small farms. The development of the local 
airport prompted the development of many residential subdivisions in the area, including within Larkfield-
Wikiup where most subdivisions were constructed between the late 1960s and mid-1980s. 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 

§15064.5? 
 

Comments: 
 
Records Search 
 
On May 30, 2018, GANDA archaeologist conducted a records search at the NWIC of the CHRIS at 
Sonoma State University, Rohnert Park (File No. 17-2881). The NWIC is a repository of all cultural 
resources site records, previously conducted cultural resources investigations, and historic 
information concerning cultural resources for 18 counties, including Sonoma County. The purpose of 
this records search was to compile information pertaining to the locations of previously recorded 
cultural resources and prior cultural resources studies within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site that 
inform the sensitivity of the project site for cultural resources. The following sources were consulted 
during the records search: 
• NWIC base map: USGS 7.5-minute series topographic quadrangle of Mark West Springs 

(1998). 
• Survey reports from previous cultural resources investigations and cultural resources site 

records to identify recorded archaeological sites and built environmental resources (i.e., 
buildings, structures, and objects) located within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. 

• California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) sources, including the California Inventory of 
Historic Resources, California Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, and the Historic 
Properties Directory, which combines cultural resources listed as California Points of 
Historical Interest and California Historical Landmarks and those that are listed in or 
determined eligible for listing in the NRHP or the CRHR. 

 
The records search did not identify any prehistoric or historic-era resources within the project site. 
Additionally, the records search results indicated that no previous cultural resources studies have 
been conducted within the project site. 
 
A total of four previously recorded prehistoric archaeological resources were identified within a one-
mile radius of the project site.  
 
Historical Map Review 
 
Based on a review of available historic topographic maps and aerial photographs, the project site was 
located within a rural and ranching setting from at least the 1860s until the 1980s when residential 
development intensified in the Larkfield-Wikiup area. The earliest map reviewed, dating to 1865, 
shows the project site and surroundings to be virtually undeveloped, with Mark West Creek, a 
redwood tree, and a canyon the only features within one mile. An 1866 map places the project site 

Cecily Condon
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within San Miguel Rancho, undeveloped, though the project site appears within a plot belonging 
to Michael Meyer. The nearest structure is 0.15-mi northwest. Otherwise the surrounding area is 
rural, with houses scattered. Old Redwood Highway, Faught Road, Cross Creek Road are the only 
roadways depicted. The Mark West Homestead is visible on the west side of the Old Redwood 
Highway on the south side of Mark West Creek. 
 
In an 1877 survey map, the project site still lies within the same plot of land now owned by J. Notti, 
and the nearest structure is a farm approximately 0.30-mi southwest of project site. By 1898 the 
project site is shown to be in the southern edge of the Russian River Township (bound to the south by 
Mark West Creek), on land belonging to Francis Wrightson. Nothing appears to change by 1900 
except for the landowner, now shown as Maude T. Jones. 
 
Early 1940s topographic maps still show Rancho San Miguel, and Carriage Lane and Skyhigh Way 
are drawn as dirt roads. By 1958 Carriage Lane is paved, and part of Wikiup Drive has been 
developed west of the project site, at this point a dirt road. A water tank is shown about 0.10-mi south 
of the project site, but otherwise the area retains its rural appearance, continuing through to 1968 and 
1978. Historical aerials around the same time, however, show more roads and residences in 1968 
than depicted on maps and includes the project site as having a driveway and what appears to be a 
structure in the location of the house destroyed in the 2017 Tubbs Fire. By 1993 a great amount of 
suburban development has occurred, and the surrounding streets and house plots appear 
approximately as they do today. 
 
Native American Heritage Commission Request 
GANDA archaeologists initiated consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
on May 31, 2018 requesting information via email regarding sacred lands that may be located within 
the project site and a list of interested Native American groups and individuals. On June 7, 2018, the 
NAHC responded that a search of the Sacred Lands File was completed with negative results. Due to 
the fact that the absence of specific site information does not indicate the absence of Native 
American cultural resources in the APE, the NAHC provided a list of Native American representatives 
to contact as part of consultation. The project received comments from Middletown Rancheria, 
Cloverdale Rancheria, Stewarts Point Rancheria and Lytton Rancheria whom all had no concerns or 
comments at the time of referral.  
 
Local Historical Society Consultation 
On May 31, 2018 a GANDA archaeologist contacted the Sonoma County Historical Society via 
electronic mail requesting any information or concerns regarding historical resources in or around the 
project site. No response has been received to date. 
 
Field Survey 
GANDA archaeologist conducted a pedestrian survey of the project site on May 30, 2018. The 
purpose of the field survey was to identify cultural resources within the project site. The archaeologist 
surveyed the entire property pacing in 10 meter-wide transects. Bare patches of ground and rodent 
runs were closely inspected and troweled to inspect the soil for archaeological materials. Access 
roads and drainages traversing the property were walked and assessed for evidence of 
archaeological deposits. Overview photographs were taken using a digital camera. Field notes, 
including soil conditions, ground visibility, and disturbances were recorded. 
 
The project site is located on the top and slopes of a hill just north of Mark West Creek. The crest of 
this hill has been graded for the former residence and still-existing swimming pool, landscaped with 
terraced gardens and a fountain, and paved with a road leading from the entrance gate and forking 
south and east to form a loop that leads to the former house. Ground visibility during the survey was 
variable but generally poor, ranging from 0 to 40 percent across the project site, and generally 
obscured by dense grasses ranging from six to 18 inches in height, duff created by oak trees, and 
tree debris from emergency removals in the wake of the fire. Rodent runs and bare patches revealed 
light brown loam soils. 
 
No prehistoric or historic-era resources were identified during field survey. Of the still standing 
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architecture (swimming pool, gate and fence, fountain, terraced garden), none of these features were 
determined to be of historic age. 
 
Geoarchaeological Analysis 
A desktop geoarchaeological analysis of the project site was conducted to assess the potential for 
buried prehistoric archaeological sites. Assessing where buried archaeological sites might be 
encountered is possible by analyzing a suite of specific factors that, when applied to the project site, 
can provide predictive models regarding the presence or absence of prehistoric archaeological 
deposits and assist with the identification and subsequent management of those archaeological 
deposits. 

 
While there are four prehistoric archaeological sites less than one mile from the project site, and Mark 
West Creek is 1,400 feet from the project site, there is an overall low sensitivity rating for the 
presence of buried archaeological materials in the project site. This is due to the hilltop landform of 
the project site, the thin layer of Holocene soils, and the slope of the project site. And while there is a 
major creek and four recorded archaeological sites less than one mile from the project site, the 
distance of these features is too great according to the sensitivity model presented in Table 1 of the 
archaeological report. The low sensitivity finding is further supported by the lack of archaeological 
materials identified during the pedestrian survey. Buried archaeological sites in the vicinity of the 
project site are more likely to be discovered on the valley floor of the Mark West Creek floodplain 
where alluvial sediments have accumulated and there is closer proximity to freshwater. 
 
As described above, there are no historical resources on the property, therefore there will be no 
impact.   
 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 

pursuant to §15064.5? 
 

Comment: 
 
GANDA archaeologists initiated consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
on May 31, 2018 requesting information via email regarding sacred lands that may be located within 
the project site and a list of interested Native American groups and individuals. On June 7, 2018, the 
NAHC responded that a search of the Sacred Lands File was completed with negative results. The 
county received four responses, none of which requested further consultation: The Stewarts Point 
Rancheria Kashia Band of Pomo Indians (November 9, 2018); the Lytton Rancheria (November 20, 
2018), Graton Rancheria (November 7, 2018); and the Middletown Rancheria (November 2, 2018).  
 
The NWIC noted (November 8, 2018) that “The proposed project area has a low possibility of 
containing unrecorded archeological site(s). Therefore, no further study for archeological resources is 
recommended.” [underline in original] However, although there are no known archaeological 
resources on the site, the project could uncover such materials during construction. The following 
measure will reduce the impact to less than significant.   

 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 
 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1 
 

All building and/or grading permits shall have the following note printed on plan sheets: 
 

NOTE ON MAP:  
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In the event that cultural resources are discovered at any time during grading, scraping or excavation 
within the property, all work should be halted in the vicinity of the find. Artifacts associated with 
prehistoric sites may include humanly modified stone, shell, bone or other cultural materials such as 
charcoal, ash and burned rock indicative of food procurement or processing activities. Prehistoric 
domestic resources include hearths, firepits, or house floor depressions whereas typical mortuary 
resources are represented by human skeletal remains. The Permit Sonoma - Project Review Staff 
shall be notified. Permit Sonoma Staff should consult with the appropriate tribal representative(s) from 
the tribes known to Permit Sonoma to have interests in the area to determine if the resources qualify 
as Tribal Cultural Resources (as defined in Public Resource Code § 21074). If determined to be a 
Tribal Cultural Resource, Permit Sonoma would further consult with the appropriate tribal 
representative(s) and project proponents in order to develop and coordinate proper 
protection/mitigation measures required for the discovery. Permit Sonoma may refer the 
mitigation/protection plan to designated tribal representatives for review and comment. No work shall 
commence until a protection/mitigation plan is reviewed and approved by Permit Sonoma - Project 
Review Staff.  Mitigations may include avoidance, removal, preservation and/or recordation in 
accordance with California law. Evaluation and mitigation shall be at the applicant’s sole expense. 

 
If human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and the operator 
shall notify Permit Sonoma and the Sonoma County Coroner immediately. At the same time, the 
operator shall be responsible for the cost to have a qualified archaeologist under contract to evaluate 
the discovery. If the human remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner 
must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification so that a 
Most Likely Descendant can be designated, and the appropriate measures implemented in 
compliance with the California Government Code and Public Resources Code. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring 
 
Mitigation Monitoring CULT-1: 
 
Action: Stop work if any artifacts or human remains are encountered; include notes on all site plans. 
 
Implementing Party: Project Applicant 
 
Timing: prior to and during ground disturbing activities and project construction 
 
Monitoring Party: Permit Sonoma 
 
Failure by the Permit-Holder to comply with these requirements shall be considered a violation of the 
Use Permit and may result in the modification or revocation proceedings of the said Use Permit.  
 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal dedicated cemeteries? 
 
Comment: 
 
No burial sites are known in the vicinity of the project. As described in Mitigation Measures CULT-1, 
all grading and building permits plans involving ground disturbing activities shall include the following 
notes:  
 
If human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and the operator 
shall notify PRMD and the Sonoma County Coroner immediately. At the same time, the operator shall 
be responsible for the cost to have a qualified archaeologist under contract to evaluate the discovery. 
If the human remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner must notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification so that a Most Likely 
Descendant can be designated, and the appropriate measures implemented in compliance with the 
California Government Code and Public Resources Code. 
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Significance Level:  
 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 
 

Mitigation 
 
Implement Mitigation Measure CULT-1 
 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 
Implement Mitigation Monitoring CULT-1 
 

6. ENERGY 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 
 

Comment: 
 

The proposed project is in a location that currently has electricity and natural gas service. Prior to the 
2017 Tubbs Fire, the project site contained a single-family home. As the project would include the 
subdivision of the project site into four parcels, and the eventual development of four single-family 
homes the proposed project would increase electricity and natural gas consumption. In accordance 
with California Energy Code Title 24, the proposed project would not use energy in a wasteful 
manner. Minimum efficiency standards for household appliances, water and space heating and 
cooling equipment and insulation for doors, pipes, walls and ceilings would ensure that the proposed 
project would not use energy in a wasteful manner. 

 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?  
 

Comment: 

Construction of the proposed project, due to its scale, would not conflict with or obstruct a state or 
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact 
 

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: 
 
A Geotechnical and Fault Study Report was prepared for the project site in September 2018 by RGH 
Consultants, the project geological consultants (Appendix C).13 Information within this section is taken 
from that report. 
                                                      
13 RGH Consultants, 2018. Geotechnical and Fault Study Report, Pearson Property Subdivision, 1100 Wikiup Drive, 
Santa Rosa, California, September 21. 
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Would the project: 
 
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving: 
 

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

 
Comment: 
 
The project site, along with the entire Northern California Coastal Region, is part of the seismically 
active region known as the San Andreas Fault System. The Mark West Springs Quadrangle displays 
one splay of the Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek fault terminating approximately 150 feet southwest of the 
proposed project site. The fault then reemerges approximately 500 feet west of the proposed project 
site. 
 
Based on the results of the fault study in the submitted Geological and Fault study report, active 
faulting is defined by the State of California as faulting that disrupts Holocene (11,000 years before 
present) or younger deposits. Based on the exposed bedrock in the trench study, the report 
concludes that the soil deposits range from early Pleistocene (71,000 years) to Pliocene (5 million 
years). As described in the geotechnical report, evidence of an active fault was not observed or 
encountered in the trenches during investigation. See Section 7.a.ii below. 
 
The project site is also partially located within the boundaries of a Sonoma County designated 
Geologic Hazard Area (G) combining district. Approximiately two acres of the southwestern portion of 
APN 039-180-004 lie within this district. The purpose of this district is to reduce unnecessary 
exposure of people and property to riska of damage or injury form earthquakes, landdlides, and other 
geologic hazards in the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone. Section 26-90-030 of the Sonoma 
County Code requires a geologic report be conducted for any development of properties within this 
combining district. As a uniformly applied regulatory process, submital and review of a geologic report 
would also align with Sonoma County General Plan Policies PS-1f and PS-1g which regulate 
development within potentially geologically hazardous areas. As discussed in item 7.a.ii. below, a 
site-specific geotechnical report would be required for the project. However, reconstruction of the 
previously burned single family dwelling may forego these regulatory policies, pursuant to General 
Plan Policy PS-1p; this Policy was rsolved on December 11, 2018 to facilitate the reconstruction of 
homes after the 2017 Sonoma Complex Fires.   
 
Based on this uniformly applied regulatory process, the project would not expose people to 
substantial risk of injury from rupture of an earthquake fault, and therefore, potential impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant.  

 
 

Significance Level: 
 

Less than Significant Impact 
 

 
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project is located within a seismically active region and in the vicinity of five active faults. The 
Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek Fault is less than one-mile north east of the project site. The Redwood 
Hill Fault is 2.25 miles north east of the project site. The Maacama fault is 5.75 miles north east. The 
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West Napa Fault is 24 miles south east and the San Andreas Fault is 20.5 miles south west of the 
project site.  
 
All of Sonoma County is subject to seismic shaking that would result from earthquakes along the San 
Andreas, Healdsburg-Rodgers Creek, and other faults. Predicting seismic events is not possible, nor 
is providing mitigation that can entirely reduce the potential for injury and damage that can occur 
during a seismic event. However, using accepted geotechnical evaluation techniques and appropriate 
engineering practices potential injury and damage can be diminished, thereby exposing fewer people 
and less property to the effects of a major damaging earthquake. The design and construction of 
future dwellings on new parcels are subject to load and strength standards of the California Building 
Code (CBC) and/or California Residential Code (CRC), which takes seismic shaking into account. 
Project conditions of approval require that building permits be obtained for all construction and that all 
construction activities, including earthwork, grading, trenching, backfilling and compaction operations, 
shall be conducted in accordance with Sonoma County Code Chapter 11 to ensure that the project 
meets standard seismic and soil test/compaction requirements.  As a matter of practice and state law, 
all construction activities would be required to meet the California Building Code regulations for 
seismic safety, including designing all earthwork, cuts and fills, drainage, pavements, utilities, 
foundations and structural components in conformance with the specifications and criteria contained 
in the project final geotechnical report, which shall be completed and submitted to Permit Sonoma for 
review prior to project approval.  Standard County development procedures include review and 
approval of construction plans prior to the issuance of a building/grading permit.   
 
In addition, as required by the building code, the geotechnical engineer would be required to submit 
an approval letter from Permit Sonoma for the engineered grading plans prior to issuance of the 
grading permit; prior to final issuance of the grading permit, the geotechnical engineer would be 
required to inspect the construction work and certify to Permit Sonoma, prior to the acceptance of the 
improvements or issuance of a certificate of occupancy, that the improvements have been 
constructed in accordance with the geotechnical specifications.  All work would be subject to 
inspection by Permit Sonoma for conformance with all applicable code requirements and approved 
improvement plans.  
 
Based on this uniformly applied regulatory process, the project would not expose people to 
substantial risk of injury from seismic shaking, and therefore, potential impacts would be reduced to 
less-than-significant.  
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 
 
  
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 
Comment: 
 
Strong ground shaking can result in liquefaction, the sudden loss of shear strength in saturated sandy 
material, resulting ground failure. Areas of Sonoma County most at risk of liquefaction are along San 
Pablo Bay and in alluvial valleys. The project site is located within a very low Susceptibility 
Liquefaction area as classified by the Counties GIS Tool. Additionally, the project geotechnical report 
prepared by RGH consultants did not observe conditions within the portion of the property that 
suggested materials susceptible to seismically induced densification, liquefaction, or lurching.  

 
Significance Level: 

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
iv. Landslides? 
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Comment: 
 
Due to mapped landslides in the project area, and a classification of “Many Landslides” by the 
Counties GIS tool, a geotechnical report was prepared by RGH Consultants. They conducted a 
surficial reconnaissance of the property in September 2018. Their report determined that while the 
area could be a large-scale historic landslide activity site, the study did not observe any chaotic 
landslide conditions consistent with the “Many Landslides” delineation. In addition, the side does have 
very steep slopes ranging from 0%-50% and greater that have the potential for shallow land sliding or 
heavy creep. The heavy creeping soil zones are located on the east side of the parcel, directly 
adjacent to the proposed building location 4.  
 
As part of standard County development procedures, discussed in item 7.a.ii. above, a site-specific 
geotechnical report would be required for the project, which would address potential landslide 
hazards. Additionally, pursuant to General Plan Policy PS-1f, prior to project approval, the applicant 
shall provide the county with a geologic (geotechnical) report that describes the hazards (including 
from expansive soils) and includes necessary measures to reduce risks to acceptable levels. As 
engineer’s or geologist’s certification shall be provided to ensure that risks have been reduced to a 
level acceptable to the County.   

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
 
 The project includes grading, cuts and fills which require the issuance of a grading permit. The project 

proposed a cut maximum of 1,000 CY, a fill maximum of 1,000 CY and a fill area of 10,000 SF. 
Improper grading, both during and post construction, has the potential to increase the volume of 
runoff from a site which could have adverse downstream flooding and further erosional impacts, and 
increase soil erosion on and off site which could adversely impact downstream water quality. 

 
Erosion and sediment control provision of the Drainage and Storm Water Management Ordinance 
(Chapter 11, Sonoma County Code) and Building Ordinance (Chapter 7, Sonoma County Code) 
requires implementation of flow control best management practices to reduce runoff. The Ordinance 
requires treatment of runoff from the two-year storm event. Required inspection by Permit Sonoma 
staff ensures that all grading and erosion control measures are constructed according to the 
approved plans. These ordinance requirements and adopted best management practices are 
specifically designed to maintain potential water quantity impacts at a less than significant level during 
and post construction. 
 
In regards to water quality impacts, County grading ordinance design requirements, adopted County 
grading standards and best management practices (such as silt fencing, straw wattles, construction 
entrances to control soil discharges, primary and secondary containment areas for petroleum 
products, paints, lime and other materials of concern, etc.), mandated limitations on work in wet 
weather, and standard grading inspection requirements, are specifically designed to maintain 
potential water quality impacts at a less than significant level during project construction. 
 
For post construction water quality impacts, adopted grading permit standards and best management 
practices require that storm water to be detained, infiltrated, or retained for later use. Other adopted 
water quality best management practices include storm water treatment devices based on filtering, 
settling or removing pollutants. These construction standards are specifically designed to maintain 
potential water quality grading impacts at a less than significant level post construction. 
 
The County adopted grading ordinances and standards and related conditions of approval which 
enforce them are specific, and also require compliance with all standards and regulations adopted by 
the State and Regional Water Quality Control Board, such as the Standard Urban Storm Water 
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements, Low Impact Development and any other adopted best 
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management practices. Therefore, no significant adverse soil erosion or related soil erosion water 
quality impacts are expected given the mandated conditions and standards that need to be met. For 
further discussion of related issues (such as maintenance of required post construction water quality 
facilities), please see to the Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

 
If project construction occurs during wet weather, it is possible that storm water could carry soil offsite 
into local storm drains. Standard construction erosion control measures at the project site (ABAG, 
1995), which would be required as conditions of approval, would minimize this effect. 
 
In addition, as a condition of project approval, the applicant would be required to submit an Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan prepared by a registered professional engineer as an integral part of the 
grading plan.  The plan would be required to contain all applicable items in the Grading Permit 
Required Application Contents (GRD-004) handout, and would be required to show best 
management practices (BMPs) to be implemented, limits of disturbed areas/total work, vegetated 
areas to be preserved, and pertinent details, notes, and specifications to prevent damages or 
minimize adverse impacts to the surrounding properties and the environment, such as temporary 
erosion control measures to be used during construction of cut and fill slopes, excavation for 
foundations, and other grading operations at the site to prevent discharge of sediment and 
contaminants into the drainage system. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would also be 
required to include the following measures, as applicable, which shall be printed on applicable 
building, grading, and improvement plans: 
 
a. Throughout the construction process, ground disturbance shall be minimized, and existing 

vegetation shall be retained to the extent possible to reduce soil erosion. All construction and 
grading activities, including short-term needs (equipment staging areas, storage areas and field 
office locations) shall minimize the amount of land area disturbed. Whenever possible, existing 
disturbed areas shall be used for such purposes. 

b.  All drainage ways, wetland areas and creek channels shall be protected from silt and sediment in 
storm runoff through the use of silt fences, diversion berms and check dams. Fill slopes shall be 
compacted to stabilize. All exposed surface areas shall be mulched and reseeded and all cut and 
fill slopes shall be protected with hay mulch and /or erosion control blankets as appropriate. 

c.  All erosion control measures shall be installed according to the approved plans prior to the onset 
of the rainy season but no later than October 15th. Erosion control measures shall remain in 
place until the end of the rainy season, but may not be removed before April 15th. The applicant 
shall be responsible for notifying construction contractors about erosion control requirement. 

 
The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan would be subject to review and approval of  Permit Sonoma 
prior to the issuance of a grading permit.  The Applicant would be required to inspect all storm water 
BMPs annually and submit the results to Permit Sonoma annually (including but not limited to the 
Inspection and Maintenance Checklists, photo evidence of BMP existing conditions, and a report of 
any maintenance activity, remediation, or replacement of BMP features).  Application of these 
conditions of approval would reduce risk of erosion resulting from the project and project construction, 
and therefore project erosion impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
 

 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project site would be subject to seismic shaking and other geologic hazards as described in 
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items 7.a.ii, iii, and iv, above. However, as described in those sections, standard County Code and 
building requirements, combined with conformance with standard CBC and other applicable State 
and local regulations (all of which shall be required as conditions of approval for the project), would 
reduce potential soil stability impacts to less than significant.  In addition, as a condition of project 
approval, the County has requested a quantitative slope stability analysis for lots 2 and 4, to assist in 
properly locating site drainage features. 
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?     
 

Comment: 
 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code is an index of the relative expansive characteristics of soil 
as determined through laboratory testing. The project site contains some soils that have moderate to 
high potential for shrink-swell, which could result in soil expansion. The final geotechnical report 
required as part of standard County development procedures (see item 7.a.ii) would include an 
analysis of expansive soil hazards and recommended stabilization measures. With implementation of 
these measures, combined with conformance with standard CBC and other applicable State and local 
regulations (all of which shall be required as conditions of approval for the project), potential hazards 
from expansive soils would be less than significant. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 

wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 
 

Comment: 
 
The project site is in an area served by the Airport-Larkfield-Wikiup Sanitation Zone public sewer. No 
septic tank or alternative water disposal systems are proposed as part of the project. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? 
 

Comment: 
The proposed project was referred to the NWIC on November 8th, 2018 to which the agency 
responded that “The proposed project area has a low possibility of containing unrecorded 
archeological site(s).” 14 
 
An examination of the Geological Map of California15 indicates that the project area consists of 
bedrock that is early Pleistocene to Pliocene in age. The surface soils consist of weathered 
metavolcanics bedrock. The project site contains a thin veneer of Holocene age surface soils formed 
from eroding in situ bedrock, which translates to a low potential for the presence of buried 
archaeological materials.   

                                                      
14 Northwest Information Center for project MNS18-0003 November 8. 2018 
15 Geological Map of California, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/gmc/, accessed 3/22/19 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/gmc/
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As noted previously in Section 5, Cultural Resources, an archeological resources inventory report 
was prepared for the project site by GANDA. As noted in that report, there is an overall low sensitivity 
rating for the presence of buried archaeological materials in the project site. This is due to the hilltop 
landform of the project site, the thin layer of Holocene soils, and the slope of the project site.  
 
Therefore, though there are no records of recorded fossil sites within the project area, the proposed 
project could disrupt, alter, or eliminate as-yet undiscovered paleontological resources that may be 
present in the sols under the project site. Furthermore, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 
and GEO-1 would require ceasing construction near the find and notification of the County should 
artifacts associated with prehistoric sites be discovered during construction.  
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

 
Mitigation 
 
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: 
 
If paleontological resources are encountered, cease ground-disturbing activities immediately and 
implement a treatment plan. If paleontological resources and or unique geological features are 
unearthed during ground-disturbing activities, ground-disturbing activities shall be halted immediately, 
or diverted away from the vicinity of the find, so that the find can be evaluated. A buffer area of at 
least 50 feet shall be established around the find where construction activities shall not be allowed to 
continue until appropriate paleontological treatment plan has been approved by the applicant and the 
County. Work shall be allowed to continue outside of the buffer area. The applicant and County shall 
coordinate with a professional paleontologist, who meets the qualifications set forth by the Society of 
Vertebrate Paleontology, to develop an appropriate treatment plan for the resources. Treatment may 
include implementation of paleontological salvage excavations to remove the resource along with 
subsequent laboratory processing and analysis or preservation in place. At the paleontologist’s 
discretion and to reduce construction delay, the grading and excavation contractor shall assist in 
removing rock samples for initial processing. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 
Mitigation Monitoring GEO-1: 
 
Permit Sonoma shall be consulted if a paleontological resource is discovered on site and shall review 
and approve paleontologist-recommended measures to recover or preserve any date or 
paleontological resources before ground-disturbing activities may continue.  
 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: 
 
The methodologies and assumptions used in preparation of this section follow the CEQA Guidelines 
developed by the Bay Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), as revised in May 2017 (BAAQMD 
2017).  
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment?    
 
Comment: 
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Construction activities, such as site preparation and site grading, and motor vehicles transporting 
equipment, materials, and the construction crew would produce combustion emissions. During 
construction of the project, greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) would be emitted through the 
operation of construction equipment and from worker and builder supply vendor vehicles, each of 
which typically use fossil-based fuels to operate. The BAAQMD does not have a quantitative 
threshold of significance for construction-related GHG emissions.  
 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines provides suggestions for 
screening potential air quality impacts for different land uses. The Air District developed screening 
criteria to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a conservative indication of whether the 
proposed project could result in potentially significant air quality impacts. If all of the screening criteria 
are met by a proposed project, then the lead agency or applicant would not need to perform a 
detailed air quality assessment of their project’s air pollutant emissions. Projects below the applicable 
screening criteria shown in Table 3-1 of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines would not exceed the 1,100 
MT of CO2e/yr GHG threshold of significance for projects other than permitted stationary sources.  
 
Based on its size, the proposed project is below the operational GHG single-family screening size (56 
dwelling units). Given this, the project would not be anticipated to generate significant GHG 
emissions; this impact would be considered less than significant. 

 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 
 

 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 

Comment: 
 
The County does not have an adopted Climate Action Plan but has established GHG reduction goals 
and adopted a Climate Change Action resolution (May 8, 2018) “to support a county-wide framework 
for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and to pursue local actions that support the identified goals 
therein.”16 As a response to litigation against the County’s proposed Climate Action Plan and 
subsequent decision not to appeal the court’s ruling, the County’s resolution demonstrates 
commitment to working towards the RCPA’s countywide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction 
targets: 40% below 1990 levels by 2030 and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  
 
The resolution includes the following goals: 
 
 Increase building energy efficiency 
 Increase renewable energy use 
 Switch equipment from fossil fuel to electricity 
 Reduce travel demand through focused growth 
 Encourage a shift toward low-carbon transportation options 
 Increase vehicle and equipment fuel efficiency 
 Encourage a shift toward low-carbon fuels in vehicles and equipment 
 Reduce idling 
 Increase solid waste diversion 
 Increase capture and use of methane from landfills 
 Reduce water consumption 
 Increase recycled water and graywater use 
 Increase water and waste-water infrastructure efficiency 

                                                      
16 Sonoma County, Long-Range Plans, https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Long-Range-Plans/Climate-Change-
Action-Resolution/, accessed 3/14/18. 

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Long-Range-Plans/Climate-Change-Action-Resolution/
https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Long-Range-Plans/Climate-Change-Action-Resolution/
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 Increase use of renewable energy in water and wastewater systems 
 Reduce emissions from livestock operations 
 Reduce emissions from fertilizer use 
 Protect and enhance the value of open and working lands 
 Promote sustainable agriculture 
 Increase carbon sequestration 
 Reduce emissions from the consumption of goods and services 
 
In addition, Sonoma County has the goal of increasing resilience by pursuing local actions that 
support the following goals: 
 
 Promote healthy, safe communities 
 Protect water resources 
 Promote as sustainable, climate-resilient economy 
 Mainstream the use of climate projections 
 
The project, by implementing current county codes would be consistent with local or state plans, 
policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.  
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, 

use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
 

Comment: 
 
The project is proposing to subdivide land into four parcels and develop four single-family homes. The 
property is currently undeveloped due to the 2017 Tubbs Fire, but included a single-family dwelling 
unit prior to the fire. During construction and operation at the project site, small amounts of potentially 
hazardous materials would likely be used on this project such as fuel, lubricants, and cleaning 
materials. Proper use of materials in accordance with local, state, and federal requirements, and as 
required in the construction documents, would minimize the potential for accidental releases or 
emissions from hazardous materials. In addition, as standard County procedure, project construction 
contracts would be required to comply with Sonoma County Fire Code regulations for storage of 
flammable liquids and Sonoma County Municipal Code regulations related to hazardous materials 
management (protection of surface  waters pursuant to Caltrans Standard Specifications, or 
functional equivalent).  Project construction contracts would also be required to specify procedures in 
the event of a spill of hazardous materials (i.e., Contractor responsible for immediately calling 
emergency number 9-1-1 to report spill, taking appropriate actions to contain spill to prevent further 
migration of hazardous materials, contacting County to verify appropriate clean-up procedures). With 
existing General Plan policies and Federal, State, and Local Regulation and oversight of hazardous 
materials, the potential threat to public health and safety for the environment from hazardous 
materials transport, use or disposal would represent a less-than-significant impact.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 
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b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

 
Comment: 
 
See Section 9.a., above. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact  

 
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, 

or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 
 

Comment: 
 
The project site is within approximately 0.25 miles of the John B. Riebli Elementary School. The 
project would involve a four parcel subdivision and the development of four single-family homes. 
However, the project would not be expected to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
materials.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

 
Comment: 
 
There are no known hazardous materials sites within or adjacent to the project limits, based on a 
review of the following databases on February 18, 2019. 
 
1. The State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker database,17  
2. The Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor database (formerly known as 

Calsites),18 and 
3. The California Integrated Waste Management Board Solid Waste Information System (SWIS).19 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

 
Comment: 

                                                      
17 State Water Resources Control Board Geotracker Database, http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/, accessed on 
2/18/2019.  
18 The Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor Database, http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/, 
accessed on 2/19/2019.  
19 The California Integrated Waste Management Board of Solid Waste Information System (SWIS), 
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory, accessed on 2/19/2019.  

http://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
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The site is not within an airport land use plan as designated by Sonoma County. The Sonoma County 
Airport is over 3 miles west of the project site.  

 
Significance Level: 
 
No Impact  

 
 
f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan?  
 

Comment: 
 
The project would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with the County’s adopted 
emergency operations plan. There is no separate emergency evacuation plan for the County. In any 
case, the project would not change existing circulation patterns significantly, and would have no effect 
outside the area. See Section 17, Transportation and Traffic, for discussion of emergency access. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or 

death involving wildland fires? 
 

Comment: 
 
According to the Sonoma County General Plan (Figure PS-1g, Wildland Fire Hazard Areas), the 
proposed project area is located within a State Responsibility Area (SRA) and is designated a 
Moderate fire hazard severity zone20. As noted in the General Plan Public Safety Element (p. PS-14), 
“The Moderate Hazard Severity Zone includes: a) wildland areas of low fire frequency supporting 
modest fire behavior; and b) developed/urbanized areas with a very high density of non-burnable 
surfaces and low vegetation cover that is highly fragmented and low in flammability.”  
 
The project site is located in unincorporated Larkfield-Wikiup in central Sonoma County between the 
cities of Santa Rosa (to the south) and Windsor (to the north). The property occurs in a residential 
neighborhood that was burned down with the 2017 fires. The property is 551 feet above mean sea 
level and occurs on the Mark West Springs U.S.G.S 7.5-minute quadrangle. The former residence 
was located at the highest point of the lot with slopes gradually sloping to lower elevations in all 
directions. The main source of fire ignition is human activity, such as debris burning, vehicles 
including trucks), and electrical power/power lines.  
 
Environmental factors that influence risk of fire on the project site include topography, weather, and 
fuel sources. The topography of the area varies around 551 feet above mean sea level. The project 
site is located at the eastern edge of the Laguna de Santa Rosa watershed and is nestled in the 
western foothills of the Mayacamas mountain range. The temperature and rainfall vary by distance 
from the coast and by elevation although heavy rains come during the months of October to April. 
Temperatures stay moderate most of the year, rarely breaking 90 degrees Fahrenheit during summer 
months. The county’s cool wet winters promote vegetation growth throughout the spring, and the hot 
dry summers, especially inland result in greater fire susceptibility in vegetation. The “fire season” 
follows this pattern and is generally considered to run through May through October.21 
 
According to the Sonoma County Community Wildfire Protection Plan (p.8), “the months of August, 

                                                      
20 Sonoma County FHSZ Map, http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_sonoma, accessed 3/13/19 
21Sonoma County Hazard Mitigation Plan Update, Wildland Fire Hazards, April 2017, p. WH-4, accessed 3/13/19 

http://www.fire.ca.gov/fire_prevention/fhsz_maps_sonoma
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September and October have the greatest potential for wildland fires as vegetation dries out, humidity 
levels fall, and off shore winds blow.” Although prevailing winds are from the south and southwest 
from 5-10 miles per hour, they often strengthen to 10 to 15 miles per hour (and more). Winds up to 16 
miles per hour are categorized as a moderate breeze on the Beaufort Scale and is described “Dust, 
leaves, and loose paper lifted, small tree branches move”. The Wildfire Protection Plan (p.89) 
acknowledges that risk: “Daily westerly winds have the potential to cause grass fires to grow quickly 
and impact structures in the fire’s path.” With summer temperatures that can range from 80 degrees 
to 100 degrees, and generally lower humidity levels, fire risk increases. In the fall, fueled by off-shore 
“Santa Ana” winds (from the northeast), fire conditions can become more serious. Potential fuel 
sources include grasslands, trees, vegetation, and structures (residential).  
 
In addition to the direct risk of fire on people and structures, other effects of fire (i.e., smoke, ash, 
chemical fire retardants) can result in adverse health effects, especially related to elevated pollutant 
levels that could be carried by wind and exacerbate respiratory problems or contaminate food and 
water sources. Other indirect effects of fire include those related to power loss, such as loss of 
electricity due to a down power line or roads blocked due to fallen trees.  
 
Although the project site is located in an area designated "moderate fire hazard risk," fire risk remains 
a concern, especially because the project site was affected by the 2017 fire. The project site contains 
moderate hills and before the wildfire of 2017, the site was covered with mature coast live oaks, 
California bay and redwood. After the fires, much of the vegetation on site was destroyed although 
some trees survived the fires. Because of the fires there is presently not much fuel on site and COAs 
require fuel management to reduce the buildup of fuel in future. 
 
The proposed project would result in the creation of four lots where previously there were two. 
Previously only one of the lots was developed with a single-family home although the other lot could 
have been developed with a home as well. The proposed project could result in up to four single 
family homes being built. However, the proposed lots would be comparable in size to other residential 
lots on Wikiup Drive which is generally suburban in nature. While there are larger parcels in the area 
(especially to the east), these are generally zoned Resources and Rural Development (RRD).The 
potential development of these four resultant lots would need to comply with new code requirements 
and conditions of approval as outlined below.  
 
Construction of the project would be required to conform to County Fire Safe Standards (Municipal 
Code Chapter 13) related to emergency access, minimum emergency water supply, fuel modification 
and defensible space, sprinklers, and road naming and addressing. In addition, pursuant to Public 
Resource Code 4442, the Applicant would be required to include a note on all construction plans that 
internal combustion engines be equipped with an operational spark arrester, or the engine must be 
equipped for the prevention of fire.  The project would be required to conform to State Building Code 
requirements (Chapter 7A), which include use of ignition-resistant construction methods and 
materials, minimum fire-resistance construction standards, fire sprinklers, and minimum fire 
separation distance. In addition, because the project is in an SRA, it would need to comply with State 
Fire Code standards for construction in a Wildland-Urban Interface Fire Area, which among other 
items require maintaining and managing vegetation and fuels around buildings and structures.  
 
Chapter 13A of the Sonoma County Code, Abatement of Hazardous Vegetation and Combustible 
Material, provides requirements that can be applied to parcels, if deemed necessary by the County, to 
reduce wildfire risks, such as: 
  

1) Maintain a thirty-foot defensible space around all buildings/structures. 
a. The grass needs to be cut six (6”) inches or less. 
b. The tree branches need to be limbed up six (6’) feet from the ground. 

2) Additional defensible space outward to one hundred feet (100’) from all buildings and 
surroundings, neighboring structures may be required depending on the property slope, 
fuel load and/or fuel type. 

a. Fuel load - Amount of vegetation. 
b. Fuel type – Type of vegetation. 
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3) Remove all portions of trees within ten feet (10’) of chimney and/or stove pipe outlets.  
a. Property owners are responsible for maintaining trees year-round. 
b. Trees need to be cut ten feet (10’) away from chimney in any direction. 

4) Maintain trees adjacent to or overhanging a structure free of dead/dying wood. 
a. Cut the trees back and remove any dead or dying wood. 

5) Maintain the roof of any structure free of leaves, needles, or other dead/dying wood. 
a. Remove any leaves, needles, branches, or debris from the roof and/or gutters. 

6) Remove all tree limbs within six feet (6’) of the ground. 
a. Remove lower hanging tree branches from the ground up to six feet (6’). 

7) Remove dead/dying vegetation from the property. 
a. Remove any and all dead/dying vegetation from the property.  

 
Given that this project site was affected by the 2017 fires the above items 1 through 7 have been 
included as conditions of approval. These requirements as well as the code requirements discussed 
above are stricter than those in-place at the time of the 2017 fire. In addition, current building code 
requirements (fire sprinklers, fire resistant material requirements, etc) exceed those under which 
development previously occurred. So, while the proposed project will result in a potentially higher 
density (up to four units as opposed to a previous maximum of two) this development will occur in a 
safer manner.  
 
The proposed project is in a geographical area prone to wildfires and could result in potential 
exposure of receptors to harmful pollutant concentrations.  The County's web site provides a "Smoke 
Health Advisory Update," as deemed appropriate, with additional information to the public on air 
quality. 
 
While the project site and previous residence were burned in the 2017 fires those were an 
exceptional fire storm and once a fire like that is burning fire-fighting options are limited. The code 
requirements and discussion above relate to preventing a fire and to avoiding impacts from smaller 
fires. In large fire events such as those affecting Sonoma County in 2017, high winds blew embers 
large distances and other factors combined to create a fire storm which cannot be controlled or 
prevented. While this project could result in the construction of two more residences than over 
baseline conditions this development would occur under new codes/standard and therefore would not 
present a significantly higher risk.  
 
Application of County and State fire standards, including items 1 through 7, California Building Code, 
and the Conditions of Approval would reduce risk of exposing people or structures to significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death due to wildfires, and therefore project impacts would be less than significant.   
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

  

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality? 
 
Comment: 
 
The project side does not contain any wetlands or water bodies. Storm water runoff from the site 
currently drains outward from where the prior residence was located, which is the high point of the 
site. Runoff runs in sheet flow to the north, south, east, and west and is eventually directed towards 
Mark West Creek via natural drainage ditches, none of which are located on the project site. The 
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Mark West Creek flows through the Laguna De Santa Rosa watershed and eventually to the Russian 
River. Current issues in the watershed include bacterial quality, elevated nutrients (nitrogen and 
phosphorus), invasive non-native aquatic plants, toxic blue-green algae (cyanobacteria) blooms, 
polluted runoff from urban and agricultural areas, high water temperatures, and altered sediment 
levels. 

 
The project site is located in the Laguna De Santa Rosa watershed, in the Lower Russian River 
basin. Water bodies in the Russian River watershed are listed under the Clean Water Act Section 
303(d) (per the 2012 List) due to impairments to water quality by several pollutants. The entire 
Russian River watershed is impaired for sediment and temperature. Recent data show a pathogen 
impairment throughout the watershed, as well. Green Valley Creek is listed as impaired for dissolved 
oxygen. Lake Sonoma, Lake Mendocino, and the Laguna de Santa Rosa are impaired for mercury in 
fish tissue. The Laguna de Santa Rosa is also impaired for phosphorus and dissolved oxygen, in 
addition to the watershed-wide sediment, temperature, and pathogen impairments.22 

  
The Mark West Creek is approximately 1,400 feet from the project site feet from the site. There are 
no wetlands or riparian areas within the project site.  
 
Permit Sonoma requires the project applicant to prepare a grading and drainage plan in conformance 
with Chapter 11 Grading and Drainage Ordinance) and Chapter 11a (Storm Water Quality Ordinance) 
of the Sonoma County Code and the Sonoma County Storm Water Low Impact Development Guide, 
all of which include performance standards and Best Management Practices for pre-construction, 
construction, and post-construction to prevent and/or minimize the discharge of pollutants, including 
sediment, from the project site.  
 
Permit Sonoma requires projects implementing Low Impact Development (LID) techniques to employ 
a site design strategy of BMPs that mimics the pre-development site hydrology through features that 
promote storm water infiltration, interception, reuse, and evapotranspiration. LID techniques include 
use of small scale landscape-based BMPs such as vegetated natural filters and bioretention areas 
(e.g., vegetated swales and rain gardens) to treat and filter storm water runoff. LID also requires 
preservation and protection of sensitive environmental features such as riparian buffers, wetlands, 
woodlands, steep slopes, native vegetation, valuable trees, flood plains, and permeable soils. 
 
As a condition of project approval, the applicant would be required to submit a final Storm Water Low 
Impact Development Submittal (SW LIDS), for County review and approval.  In addition, the Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) identified in the SW LIDS would be required to be installed and 
working properly, prior to issuance of grading or building permits. 
 
In addition, standard County development procedures require that if cumulative project land 
disturbance equals or exceeds one acre, the project would be required to obtain coverage under the 
State Water Resource Control Board’s General Construction Permit (General Permit), and would also 
be required to provide documentation of coverage to the County prior to issuance of any grading 
permit for the proposed project. 
 
Also, see Section 7.b, Geology and Soils, for a discussion of standard county erosion control 
measures. 
 
Application of these standard County and State storm water requirements and County conditions of 
approval would reduce project storm water runoff impacts to less than significant. 

 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
                                                      
22 North Coast Water Quality Control Board, 2019. Russian River TMDLs 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/russian_river/, accessed 2/18/2019. 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/northcoast/water_issues/programs/tmdls/russian_river/
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin? 

 
Comment: 
 
Water for the project site would be supplied from California American Water through existing water 
lines to the site; groundwater would not be used.  
 
The proposed project would increase impervious surfaces at the project site. As described in the 
Initial Storm Water Low Impact Development Submittal23 prepared for the project site, runoff 
reduction measures proposed for this project include disconnection of rainwater leaders from the 
storm drain pipe network and interceptor trees, although these measures are not used to reduce 
initial tributary area calculations at this time. Storm water would be directed to flow over existing 
grassy vegetation which increases the time of concentration and, in turn, reduces runoff. Onsite storm 
water runoff would be captured by permanent BMPs to reduce pollution from leaving the site. 
 
Given the limited size of the project site, incorporation of storm water BMPs, and that the project site 
would not use groundwater supplies, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in 
a manner which would: 
 
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
 
Comment 
 
Please see Sections 7.b and 10.a for a discussion of potential erosion impacts.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 
 

 
(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or offsite; 
 
Comment: 
 
There are no blue line streams on the project site and the parcel is not in the 100-year flood zone or 
Special Flood hazard Area (SFHA) (i.e. the area that will be inundated by the flood event having a 1-
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year). These areas are depicted on the 
zoning maps with the F1- Flood Zone and F2 – Flood Plain Combining Zones (General Plan 2020 
PS-1e).  
 
Prior to grading or building permit issuance, construction details for all post-construction storm water 

                                                      
23 BC Engineering Group, 2018. Initial Storm Water Low Impact Development Submittal for Lands of Pearson, 1100 
Wikiup Drive, Santa Rosa, Ca 95403,  July 12. 
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Best Management Practices shall be submitted for review and approval by the Grading & Storm 
Water Section of Permit Sonoma. The construction plans shall be in substantial conformance with the 
conceptual plan reviewed at the planning permit stage.  
 
Post-construction storm water Best Management Practices must be installed per approved plans and 
specifications, and working properly prior to finalizing the grading or building permits.  Post-
construction storm water Best Management Practices shall be designed and installed pursuant to the 
adopted Sonoma County Best Management Practice Guide.  The Best Management Practices would 
prevent the alteration of site drainage, or increase in surface runoff and avoid flooding.  Project Low 
Impact Development techniques would include limiting impervious surfaces, dispersing development 
over larger areas, and creation of storm water detainment areas.  Post construction storm water Best 
Management Practices include filtering, settling, or removing pollutants.    

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or  
 
Comment: 
 
Storm water treatment Best Management Practices will address potential for water quality impacts 
and shall also address water quantity through storm water flow control Best Management Practices. 
Storm water treatment Best Management Practices shall be designed to treat storm events and 
associated runoff to the 85 percentile storm event in accordance with County standards. Storm water 
treatment Best Management Practices shall be designed to treat storm events and associated runoff 
to the channel forming discharge storm event which is commonly referred to at the two year 24 hour 
storm event.   
 
The location of the storm water Best Management Practices are site specific and depend on details of 
future development. The type and approximate size of the selected storm water Best Management 
Practices would be in accordance with the adopted Sonoma County Best Management Practice 
Guide.  

 
As discussed above and in Section 7, Geology and Soils, at the time of submitting of a grading, 
drainage, or building permit application, a final drainage report for each parcel would need to be 
submitted for review.  A typical drainage report would include a project narrative, on- and off-site 
hydrology maps, hydrologic calculations, hydraulic calculations, pre- and post-development analysis 
for all existing and proposed drainage facilities.  The drainage report shall abide by and contain all 
applicable items in the Drainage Report Required Contents (DRN-006) handout.  This standard 
County development procedure would ensure that project runoff effects would be less than 
significant. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 
 
(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
Comment: 
 
There are no blue line streams on the project site and the parcel is not in the 100-year flood zone or 
Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) (i.e., the area that will be inundated by the flood event having a 1-
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year). Elevation ranges on the site area 
are approximately 490 to 530 feet above mean sea level (msl). There is no potential for flooding at 
the site. No housing would be placed within a 100-year floodplain. 
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Significance Level 
 
No Impact 
 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?  
 

Comment: 
 
There are no blue line streams on the project site and the parcel is not in the 100-year flood zone or 
Special Flood hazard Area (SFHA) (i.e., the area that will be inundated by the flood event having a 1-
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year).  The project site is not located in an 
area subject to seiche or tsunami.  Seiche is a wave in a lake triggered by an earthquake.   
 
Significance Level 
 
No Impact 
 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

 
Comment: 
 
The proposed project would involve development of a four parcel subdivision. As described above, 
water would be supplied to the project site by California American Water through existing water lines 
to the site; groundwater would not be used at the project site.  Project compliance with standard 
County Code and other development requirements would ensure protection of water quality. The 
proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or 
sustainable groundwater management plan. 
 
Significance Level 
 
Less than Significant Impact 
 

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING: 
 
Would the project:  
 
a) Physically divide an established community? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project would not physically divide a community. It does not involve construction of a physical 
structure (such as a major transportation facility) or removal of a primary access route (such as a 
road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an established community or between a community 
and outlying areas.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 

regulation) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 
 

Comment: 
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The proposed project would result in the development of a four parcel subdivision and four single-
family homes. The Sonoma County General Plan Land Use Map identifies the project site as Urban 
Residential – 1, which allows one dwelling unit per acre. The Zoning Ordinance designations for the 
project site include the following: R1 – Low Density Residential District; B6, 1.5 DU – Combing District 
Designation 1.5 acres per residential unit; and G – Geologic Hazard Area Combing District. 
 
The proposed project would result in the same land use on the project site that existed prior to the 
2017 Tubbs Fire – low density residential. The smallest resultant parcel from the proposed project 
would be 1.62 acres which is greater than the minimum 1.5 acres specified by Zoning Designation. 
The project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect, including in the Sonoma County General Plan and zoning 
ordinance. The project would comply with uniformly applied regulatory standards per the Geologic 
Hazard Area Combining District, as discussed in Section 7.a. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact 

 

12. MINERAL RESOURCES: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 
 

Comment: 
 
The project site is not located within a known mineral resource deposit area (Sonoma County 
Aggregate Resources Management Plan, as amended 2010). Sonoma County has adopted the 
Aggregate Resources Management Plan that identifies aggregate resources of statewide or regional 
significance (areas classified as MRZ-2 by the State Geologist).24 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site 

delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 
 

Comment: 
 
The project site is not located within an area of locally-important mineral resource recovery site and 
the site is not zoned MR (Mineral Resources) (Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management 
Plan, as amended 2010 and Sonoma County Zoning Code).  No locally-important mineral resources 
are known to occur at the site. 
 
Significance Level:  

 
No Impact  

                                                      
24 Sonoma County Aggregate Resources Management Plan, http://www.sonoma-
county.org/prmd/docs/misc/arm_plan.pdf, accessed 2/18/2019. 

http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/misc/arm_plan.pdf
http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/misc/arm_plan.pdf
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13. NOISE: 
 
Would the project result in: 
 
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

 
Comment: 
 
The proposed project would result in a four parcel subdivision and development of four single-family 
homes. Noise associated with the single-family homes would expect to be similar to the noise levels 
experienced at the site prior to the 2017 Tubbs fire. No substantial permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project is anticipated with the occupation of the four single-family 
homes.  
 
Short-term construction activities would periodically increase ambient noise levels at the project site 
and vicinity, and would subside once construction of the proposed project is completed. Mitigation 
Measure NOISE-1 would reduce the potential temporary noise impact to a less than significant level. 
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

 
Mitigation:  

 
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: 
 
Construction activities for this project shall be restricted as follows: 
 
All plans and specifications or construction plans shall include the following notes: 

 
a) All internal combustion engines used during construction of this project will be operated with 

mufflers that meet the requirements of the State Resources Code, and, where applicable, the 
Vehicle Code. Equipment shall be properly maintained and turned off when not in use. 
 

b) Except for actions taken to prevent an emergency, or to deal with an existing emergency, all 
construction activities shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekdays and 
9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on weekends and holidays. If work outside the times specified above 
becomes necessary, the applicant shall notify the PRMD Project Review Division as soon as 
practical. 

 
c) There will be no startup of machines nor equipment prior to 7:00 a.m, Monday through Friday or 

9:00 am on weekends and holidays; no delivery of materials or equipment prior to 7:00 a.m nor 
past 5:00 p.m, Monday through Friday or prior to 9:00 a.m. nor past 5:00 p.m. on weekends and 
holidays and no servicing of equipment past 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, or weekends and 
holidays. A sign(s) shall be posted on the site regarding the allowable hours of construction, and 
including the developer- and contractors mobile phone number for public contact 24 hours a day 
or during the hours outside of the restricted hours. 

 
d) Pile driving activities shall be limited to 7:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. weekdays only. 
 
e) Construction maintenance, storage and staging areas for construction equipment shall avoid 

proximity to residential areas to the maximum extent practicable. Stationary construction 
equipment, such as compressors, mixers, etc., shall be placed away from residential areas and/or 
provided with acoustical shielding. Quiet construction equipment shall be used when possible. 
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f) The developer shall designate a Project Manager with authority to implement the mitigation prior 

to issuance of a building/grading permit. The Project Managers 24-hour mobile phone number 
shall be conspicuously posted at the construction site. The Project Manager shall determine the 
cause of noise complaints (e.g. starting too early, faulty muffler, etc.) and shall take prompt action 
to correct the problem. 

 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 
Mitigation Monitoring NOISE-1: 
 
PRMD Project Review Division staff shall ensure that the measures are listed on all site alteration, 
grading, building or improvement plans, prior to issuance of grading or building permits. PRMD staff 
shall inspect the site prior to construction to assure that the signs are in place and the applicable 
phone numbers are correct. Any noise complaints will be investigated by PRMD staff. If violations are 
found, PRMD shall seek voluntary compliance from the permit holder, or may require a noise 
consultant to evaluate the problem and recommend corrective actions, and thereafter may initiate an 
enforcement action and/or revocation or modification proceedings, as appropriate.  (Ongoing) 

 
 
b) Generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project includes construction activities that may generate minor ground borne vibration and 
noise. These levels would not be significant because they would be short-term and temporary, and 
would be limited to daytime hours. There are no other activities or uses associated with the project 
that would expose persons to or generate excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise 
levels.  
 
Significance Level:  

 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, 

where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels?  
 
Comment: 
 
The site is not within an airport land use plan as designated by Sonoma County. 

 
Significance Level:  

 
No Impact  
 

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 

new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 
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Comment: 
 
The project would create 4 subdivisions. The designated remainder of the project site is not currently 
developed but could be in the future with four additional houses. It does not include construction of a 
substantial amount of homes, businesses or infrastructure and therefor would not induce substantial 
population growth. The project is within the projected population growth of the county’s General Plan 
and is therefore a less than significant impact would occur. 

 
Significance Level: 
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 
 

Comment: 
 
No housing or people would be displaced by the project and no off-site replacement housing is 
proposed to be constructed.  

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  

 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 
 

Comment: 
 
No people would be displaced by the project and no replacement housing would be required. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  
 

15. PUBLIC SERVICES: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 

of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the public services: 

 
i. Fire protection? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project would be located in the Rincon Valley Fire Protection District (FPD) Local Response 
Area. The project was sent on referral to the Rincon Valley FPD on November 1, 2018.  
 
The County Fire Marshal reviewed the project description and plan on November 27, 2018 and 
required that the project comply with Fire Safe Standards, including that the proposed project comply 
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with the County’s Fire Code (Chapter 13) and that prior to occupancy, written approval that the 
required improvements have been installed shall be provided to PRMD from the County Fire 
marshal/Local Fire Protection District. In addition, the County Fire Marshal requested the project 
comply with Fire Safe Standards, including fire access roads, appropriate signage and building 
numbering, names on roads, emergency water supply, appropriate setbacks, vegetation 
management, hazardous materials management and management of flammable or combustible 
liquids and gases. These are standard conditions of approval required by County Code. Because 
none of the conditions and/or requirements requires construction of new or expanded fire 
protection/EMS facilities, project impacts on fire protection/EMS would be considered less-than-
significant.  
 
Significance Level: 
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
ii. Police? 

 
Comment: 
 
The Sonoma County Sheriff would continue to serve this area. There would be no increased need for 
police protection resulting from the project.  
 
The proposed project would create part-time jobs for the construction work of the proposed minor 
subdivision.  The addition of 4  single family homes does not constitute construction of a substantial 
amount of homes, businesses or infrastructure and therefore would not induce substantial population 
growth. Existing police protection facilities would be adequate to serve the project and additional 
facilities would not be needed. There would be no increased need for protection resulting from the 
creation of a new residential parcel that was already developed with a single-family dwelling. 
 
Significance Level:  
Less than Significant Impact 

 
iii. Schools? 

 
Comment: 
 
Development fees to offset potential impacts to public services, including school impact mitigation 
fees, are required by Sonoma County code and state law for new subdivisions and residential 
developments. No new schools are reasonably foreseeable as a result of this development. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
iv. Parks? 

 
Comment: 
 
Construction of the project would not involve substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
parks. The project would not alter or impede any existing or future park plans as the project site was 
already partially developed before the fire and does not propose a substantial increase in housing or 
population.  
 
Sonoma County Code, Chapter 20 requires payment of parkland mitigation fees for all new residential 
development for acquisition and development of added parklands to meeting General Plan Objective 
OSRC-17.1 to “provide for adequate parkland and trails primarily in locations that are convenient to 
urban areas to meet the outdoor recreation needs of the population…” Development fees collected by 
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Sonoma County are used to offset potential impacts to public services including park mitigation fees. 
The project would not result in the need for any park facilities, and demand for parks in general is 
addressed through fees.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
v. Other public facilities? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project would be served by the Airport Larkield/Wikiup/Sanitation Zone facilities. Expanded 
facilities are not currently reasonably foreseeable. Expansion or construction of additional types of 
public facilities is not anticipated as a result of the development of this project.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 
 

16. RECREATION: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

 
Comment: 
 
The proposed project to construct 4-single family residences would not result in activities that would 
cause or accelerate substantial physical deterioration of parks or recreational facilities. Although the 
construction of 4 home might increase visitation of neighborhood and regional park facilities, this 
increase would be negligible.  The project would have a less than significant impact on the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities.   

 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 
 

Comment: 
 
The proposed project does not involve construction of recreational facilities.  See item 15.a. above. 

 
Significance Level:  
 
No Impact  
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17. TRANSPORTATION: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, 

including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  
 

Comment: 
 
A traffic study was not prepared for the project; however, staff used the Trip Generation Rates from 
the 8th Edition ITE Trip Generation Report25 to estimate that 4-units of single-family homes would 
result in an average of 38 daily vehicle trips per day. The County of Sonoma Traffic Volume GIS26 
tool does not have average traffic volume counts for Wikiup Drive. However, Fought Road, which is 1-
mile east is similar in size and number of lanes to Wikiup Drive. Fought road has an average volume 
of 1,853 trips per day based on the County of Sonoma Traffic Volume GIS tool. An additional 38 
average daily trips for the project would not have a significant impact on Wikiup Drive due to its 
minimal volume. Additionally, before the fire there was a single-family residence at the project site. 
The construction of 3 additional single-family homes would not result in a substantial increase in 
traffic, and therefore would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy addressing the 
circulation system.  
 
Wikiup Drive is a rural road with no shoulders, fencing, or other physical separation from the 
surrounding trees. However, due to the wildfires, the area is barren from vegetation. As a condition of 
approval, Public Works has requested that the applicant construct a private roadway entrance that 
conforms to AASHTO standards that allows passenger vehicles to enter and exit from the public road 
(Wikiup Drive). Public Works reviewed the project description and plans on January 15, 2019 and 
offered standard conditions including paying a Traffic Mitigation Fee and construction of proper 
intersections of roads and driveways. Because the conditions are standard practice of the 
Department of Transpiration and Public Works, the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy.  
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities - There are no marked bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Wikiup 
Drive does not have provisions for bike lanes or pedestrians. There is no sidewalk along the project 
vicinity. As such, pedestrian and bicycle facilities will not be impacted.  
 
Transit Stops - The project site is served by Sonoma County Transit (SCT), however, the closest bus 
stop is at Old Redwood Hwy/fought Road, about 1 mile from the project site.27 Increased traffic 
associated with the proposed project would not conflict with the use of public transit resources due to 
the distance from them.  
 
Traffic Conclusions.  The project is not proposing a significant increase in traffic, and traffic resulting 
from the project would not be expected to substantially affect existing traffic operations.  As discussed 
below in Section 17.c, the applicant would be required by County Transportation and Public Works to 
ensure that the sightlines, road material, and width for both the existing and proposed driveways meet 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and County design 
standards.  Therefore, because project operations and design would not interfere with bicycle, 
pedestrian, or transit facilities, the proposed project would not conflict with any program, plan, 
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities.  In addition, the County would require the project, as a condition of approval, to 
pay a development fee (Traffic Mitigation Fee), per Chapter 26, Article 98 of the County Code. 

                                                      
25 Trip Generation Rates from the 8th Edition ITE Trip Generation Report, accessed 3/12/19. 
26 Transportation & Public Works, County of Sonoma Traffic Volume GIS tool, 
https://sonomamap.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=d7d74af9e42c4218891eb0ddbfeae292, 
accessed 3/12/19. 
27 Sonoma County Transit, http://sctransit.com/maps-schedules/, accessed 3/21/19. 

https://sonomamap.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=d7d74af9e42c4218891eb0ddbfeae292
http://sctransit.com/maps-schedules/
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Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

 
Comment: 
 
Traffic impacts under CEQA have traditionally been assessed based on increases in intersection 
delay measured by Level of Service (LOS).  However, with the passage of SB 743, transportation 
impacts under CEQA are now to be measured based on the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) generated 
by a project (effective July 1, 2020). 
 
Sonoma County has not yet adopted a VMT standard, nor has the County adopted a policy or 
threshold of significance regarding VMT.  As with other cities and counties throughout the state that 
have not established VMT standards and thresholds, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
(OPR) “Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA” (2018) is used in the 
interim to determine if the project’s VMT may or may not cause a transportation impact. According to 
the guidelines, the screening threshold indicates that projects that generate or attract fewer than 110 
trips per day “generally may be assumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.”  
 
As discussed earlier in Section 17.a, the proposed project is anticipated to generate an increase of 
approximately 38 average daily vehicle trips using standard trip generation rates from the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE). Because the project is anticipated to generate an average daily trip 
count below the 110 average daily trip threshold, it is reasonable to conclude that the project will have 
a less than significant impact on VMT. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that the addition of 
approximately 38 average daily trips would not lead to a significant impact.28 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
c) Substantially increase hazards due to geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 

dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?   
 

Comment: 
 
The subdivision would not result in any changes to use of Wikiup Drive. The project proposes to 
create a 20-foot wide private access road that connects Wikiup Drive to the driveways. Sightlines 
approaching the project driveway from the north and south could be obscured by tall vegetation. 
However, due to the fire event there is little to no vegetation currently there, although once the 
vegetation grows back, there would pose a potential hazard to drivers; however, compliance with 
AASHTO design and performance standards reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 
 
As discussed Section 17.a, the project would be required to submit for Department of Transportation 
and Public Works (DTPW) review and approval a driveway sightline drawing providing adequate sight 
distances, in accordance with AASHTO standards or as otherwise specified by DTPW, as a condition 
of approval,  
 
In addition, because the project is in a rural setting that lacks pedestrian and bicycle facilities, hazards 
to bicyclists and pedestrians could occur during construction activates; these construction-related 
hazards could also occur to drivers. While this temporary construction-related impact would cease 
upon completion of the project, mitigation would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  

                                                      
28 OPR, “Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA,” 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf, accessed January 25, 2021. 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 
 
Mitigation: 
 
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1: 
 
The applicant shall submit a Construction Period Traffic Control Plan to the County for review and 
approval. The plan shall include traffic safety guidelines compatible with Section 12 of the Caltrans 
Standard Specifications (“Construction Area Traffic Control Devices”) to be followed during 
construction. The plan shall also specify provision of adequate signing and other precautions for 
public safety to be provided during project construction. In particular, the plan shall include a 
discussion of bicycle and pedestrian safety needs due to project construction and, later, project 
operation. In addition, the plan shall address emergency vehicle access during construction and 
provide for passage of emergency vehicles through the project site at all times. The 
applicant/contractor shall notify local emergency services prior to construction to inform them that 
traffic delays may occur, and also of the proposed construction schedule.  
 
Mitigation Monitoring: 
 
Mitigation Monitoring TRANS-1: 
 
Prior to approval of a grading permit, the County shall review the project Construction Period Traffic 
Control Plan. During construction, the County shall periodically verify that the traffic control plan 
provisions are being implemented.  

 
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
Comment: 
 
The project site is about one mile east of Old Redwood Highway, on Wikiup Drive, which is a County-
maintained road serving about 90 parcels (almost all of them zoned for residential).  The project 
proposes a 20-foot wide access road that would extend into the site about 425 feet from Wikiup Drive.  
The access road would have an average slope of approximately two percent.  Two vehicle 
turnarounds are proposed for the project:  one at the end of the access road, between parcels 1 and 
2; the other turnaround would be on parcel 3, abutting parcel 4.  As a condition of approval, County 
review and approval of the project access road and turnarounds would be required to ensure 
compliance with the California Fire Code, as adopted and amended by Sonoma County Code.  These 
standard County Fire Safety review procedures (Sonoma County Code Chapter 13) would ensure 
adequate emergency access. 
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: 
 
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 

resource, defend in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California native American tribe, 
and that is: 



Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Page 69 

File# MNS18-0003  
 

 
i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of historical Resources, or in a local 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5030.1(k), or 
 

Comment:  
 
Refer to discussion in Section 5.a. Impacts would have no impact. 
 
Significance Level: 
 
No Impact 
 
ii) A resource determined by the lead agency. In its discretion and supported by substantial 

evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American Tribe.  

 
 Comment: 
 
 Refer to discussion in Section 5.b. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
 Significance Level: 
 
 Less than Significant impact with Mitigation Incorporated 
 

Mitigation: 
 

 Implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1 in Section 5.b. 
 

Mitigation monitoring: 
 
Implement Mitigation Monitoring for CUL-1 in Section 5.b. 

 

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: 
 
Would the project: 
 
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 

treatment of storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?  
 
Comment: 
The project is located in an area that is served by existing utilities. As such, the project would not 
result in the relocation or construction of new electric, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities. The 
project would use water supplied from the California American Water through existing water lines on 
site. Domestic wastewater disposal will be provided by the Sonoma County Water Agency through an 
existing sanitary sewer.  
 
The project would incorporate bioretention facilities to capture and treat storm water runoff resulting 
from creation of new impervious surfaces. The design of these project features would only be 
permitted after County review and approval of project storm water provisions, and would be part of 
the project, whose construction impacts have been analyzed in this initial study. Any design or 
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modifications to the existing water system and/or wastewater system would need to be submitted for 
County review and approval. Construction impacts were analyzed in Section 9.a of this document.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 
 
 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

 
Comment: 
 
The project would involve constructing 4 single-family homes and therefore would not contribute to 
the need for construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities. The project would use water 
supplied from the Cal American Water System.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

 
Comment: 
 
Refer to response for 19a.  
 
Significance Level:  
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
 
d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 

local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?  
 

Comment: 
 
Sonoma County has an existing solid waste management program in place that provides solid waste 
collection and disposal services for the entire County. The program can accommodate the permitted 
collection and disposal of the waste that would result from the proposed project. Before the fire, there 
was one single family home on the parcel. Adding 3 additional single-family homes would not create 
additional solid waste in excess of the capacity of the County’s solid waste system.    
 
Significance Level: 
 
Less than Significant Impact 

 
e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statues and regulations 

related to solid waste? 
 

Comment: 
 
Sonoma County has an existing solid waste management program that provides solid waste 
collection and disposal services for the entire County. The program can accommodate the additional 











http://www.arb.ca.gov/
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/Search.asp
http://water.ca.gov/groundwater/bulletin118/publications.cfm
https://msc.fema.gov/portal
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/gmc/
http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/gp2020/gp2020eir/index.htm
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
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Sonoma County Bikeways Plan, Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department, August 
24, 2010. 
 
Sonoma County Important Farmland Map 1996.  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land 
Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department and Department of Transportation and 
Public Works Traffic Guidelines, 2014 

 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department, Visual Assessment Guidelines, (no 
date) 

 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department Noise Guidelines, 2017 

 
Sonoma County Water Agency, Sonoma Valley Groundwater Management Plan, 2007 and annual 
reports. http://www.scwa.ca.gov/svgw-documents/  

 
Sonoma County Water Agency, Santa Rosa Plain Groundwater Management Plan, 2014.  
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/docs/GWMP/NC-
5_SRP_SonomaCoWaterAgency_GWMP_2014.pdf 
 
Special Report 120, California Division of Mines and Geology; 1980.  
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sr/SR_120/SR_120_Text.pdf 
 
Standard Specifications, State of California Department of Transportation, available online: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/specs_html 
 
Valley Oak Protection Ordinance, County Code Section 26-67; Sonoma County, December 1996. 
 

 
 

http://www.scwa.ca.gov/svgw-documents/
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/docs/GWMP/NC-5_SRP_SonomaCoWaterAgency_GWMP_2014.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/docs/GWMP/NC-5_SRP_SonomaCoWaterAgency_GWMP_2014.pdf
ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dmg/pubs/sr/SR_120/SR_120_Text.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/specs_html
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